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I shall bring Mr. Harilal Thakar with me.    I shall leave by the

last evening train.

Blessings from

MOHANDAS
[PS.]

Please attend to the needs and comforts of Suliman. I shall be
able to give the rest of the Gujarati material only after I -come there.
There is no alternative.

From a photostat of the original Gujarati in Gandhiji's hand : S.N. 4353

293. A HARD CASE
We gave last week a resume of a licensing appeal case heard in Lady-
smith on the 30th March last. An Indian trader has been trading within
Klip River Division on a farm called Wittekleifontein for the last three
years. Latterly, a European firm, by name Burdett & Co., has opened
a store near his. The firm has amongst its partners, so it would appear
from a report in The Natal Witness, Sergeant Batterberg, who is the Prose-
cutor for the Division. During his absence, the Indian trader's store-assis-
tant was trapped by the police and convicted of Sunday trading. He sold
a bit of soap and some sugar. The store-keeper, on his return, finding
that his assistant had been guilty of trading on Sunday, dismissed him.
When the time came for renewal, Messrs Burdett & Co. lodged their
objection with the Licensing Officer against the Indian store-keeper's
getting a renewal of his licence, on the ground that he had committed
a breach of the Sunday law. The Licensing Officer upheld this objec-
tion, and the licence was refused. Against this decision, the poor Indian
store-keeper appealed to the Licensing Board, but in spite of the eloquent
defence of his counsel, the appeal was dismissed, and the Board, in giving
judgment, said that they did so because of a breach by the store-keeper's
assistant of the Sunday regulations, and they supported their decision by
quoting a similar case where they [had] refused the application for a licence
made by a European.1 We think, however, that the European case quoted
by the Board could have no bearing on the present case, as some of the
ingredients were wanting. Here, the Indian store-keeper himself has
not committed the crime. He repaired the mischief in the only manner
that Was possible for him, and, after all, it is patent to any layman that
the whole of the objection has been raised by a rival firm of store-keepers
who are interested in removing the Indian store-keeper. The fact, too,
that the firm contains, as its partner, the Public Prosecutor in Ladysmith,
who conducted the prosecution against the Indian's store-man, is not
without serious significance. It is indeed a pity that the Board did
not allow the objection raised by the appellant's counsel that Burdett
& Co. had no locus standi before the Board, and we cannot help thinking
1 Vide p. 283.